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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claims 3, 7, and 9 are objected to because of tine following informalities: 
In claim 4, "the reflector neck" lacks antecedent basis. 
In claim 7,"the cooling power" lacks antecedent basis. 

In claim 9, line 2, "it" needs to be replaced with whatever the Applicant intends for 
"it" to refer to. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 and 3-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moroi et al. (4,630,182). 

With respect to claims 1 and 3-10, Moroi teaches high-pressure discharge lamp 
(1, column 2, lines 31-33) with a reflector (2) and a cooling device (15), characterized in 
that the cooling device comprises at least one pair of ducts (15) which guide a cooling 
gas flow (arrows in Fig. 2) onto the electrode lead-throughs (1c and Id) of the discharge 
tube (1), several ducts (15) are arranged in front of the reflector (2), one duct (132) is 
arranged in the reflector neck (Fig. 4), the discharge tube (1) is surrounded by two 
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sleeve sections (102 and 132) into wlnicli cooling gas flows (arrows in Fig. 4) can be 
introduced (Fig. 4); and a projection system (Fig. 1). In the embodiments discussed 
above, Moroi does not explicitly teach the cooling device comprising a nozzle, cooling 
gas flows being introduced into the sleeve from mutually opposed directions; and a 
cooling power is controlled by a control unit so as to observe given operational 
parameters. But Moroi does teach replacing the ducts with nozzles (column 4, lines 59- 
63). It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the 
invention, to use the nozzles to replace the ducts, in order to provide a larger flow rate 
of air (column 4, lines 59-63). Moroi also teaches cooling gas flows being introduced 
into the lamp from mutually opposed directions (Fig. 2). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to reverse the gas flow, in 
order provide more cool air for greater cooling (column, line 59-column 5, line 25). Moroi 
also teaches a cooling power is controlled by a control unit so as to observe given 
operational parameters (column 1, 36-39). It would have been obvious to one ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to use the control unit in the embodiments 
shown in Fig. 1-4, in order to save energy by only activating the fan when the lamp 
reaches a particular temperature (column 1 , lines 36-39). As for claims 6, 8, and 9, 
Moroi does not explicitly teach the disclosed dimensions, but one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been led to the recited dimensions through routine experimentation and 
optimization. Applicant has not disclosed that the dimensions are for a particular 
unobvious purpose, produce an unexpected result, or are otherwise critical, and it 
appears prima facie that the process would possess utility using another set of 
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dimensions. Indeed, it has been held that mere dimensional limitations are prima facie 
obvious absent a disclosure that the limitations are for a particular unobvious purpose, 
produce an unexpected result, or are otherwise critical. See, for example. In re Rose, 
220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955); In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 
143 (CCPA 1976); Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. 
Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984); In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 
669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). See also MPEP 2144.04(IV)(B). 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Moroi in 
view of Narita (4,630,1826,759,793). 

With respect to claim 2, Moroi teaches all of the claimed elements, as discussed 
above, except for explicitly teaching the cooling device comprises two ducts which are 
passed through the reflector at a mutual distance. Narita, also drawn to high pressure 
discharge lamps, teaches cooling device comprises two ducts (24) which are passed 
through a reflector (20) at a mutual distance (Fig. 3). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to use the cooling device 
orientation of Narita in the lamp of Moroi, in order to provide cooling without having to 
establish a flow path (column 6, lines 6-8). Although Moroi and Narita do not explicitly 
teach the dimensions of claim 2,one of ordinary skill in the art would have been led to 
the recited dimensions through routine experimentation and optimization. Applicant 
has not disclosed that the dimensions are for a particular unobvious purpose, produce 
an unexpected result, or are otherwise critical, and it appears prima facie that the 
process would possess utility using another set of dimensions. Indeed, it has been held 
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that mere dimensional limitations are prima facie obvious absent a disclosure that the 
limitations are for a particular unobvious purpose, produce an unexpected result, or are 
otherwise critical. See, for example. In re Rose, 220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 
1955); In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976); Gardner v. TEC 
Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 
830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984); In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). 
See also MPEP 2144.04(IV)(B). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WILLIAM J. CARTER whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-0959. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra L. O'Shea can be reached on (571)272-2378. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2875 



